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Abstract
Researchers have previously adopted the double stimulus paradigm to study refractoriness in human neuromotor control.
Currently, refractoriness, such as the Psychological Refractory Period (PRP) has only been quantified in discrete movement
conditions. Whether refractoriness and the associated serial ballistic hypothesis generalises to sustained control tasks has
remained open for more than sixty years. Recently, a method of analysis has been presented that quantifies refractoriness in
sustained control tasks and discriminates intermittent (serial ballistic) from continuous control. Following our recent
demonstration that continuous control of an unstable second order system (i.e. balancing a ‘virtual’ inverted pendulum
through a joystick interface) is unnecessary, we ask whether refractoriness of substantial duration (,200 ms) is evident in
sustained visual-manual control of external systems. We ask whether the refractory duration (i) is physiologically intrinsic, (ii)
depends upon system properties like the order (0, 1st, and 2nd) or stability, (iii) depends upon target jump direction (reversal,
same direction). Thirteen participants used discrete movements (zero order system) as well as more sustained control
activity (1st and 2nd order systems) to track unpredictable step-sequence targets. Results show a substantial refractory
duration that depends upon system order (250, 350 and 550 ms for 0, 1st and 2nd order respectively, n= 13, p,0.05), but not
stability. In sustained control refractoriness was only found when the target reverses direction. In the presence of time
varying actuators, systems and constraints, we propose that central refractoriness is an appropriate control mechanism for
accommodating online optimization delays within the neural circuitry including the more variable processing times of
higher order (complex) input-output relations.
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Introduction
Our interactions with the environment include stimuli and
responses. The concatenation of successive stimulus-response
operations is an ongoing process of which we are often unaware.
For example, when manoeuvring a car through heavy traffic we
brake and accelerate in response to the other vehicles actions.
Usually, the chained actions that we execute during the day occur
independently of each other. However, when two unpredictable
stimuli are presented closely spaced in time, the response to the
first stimulus will, at some point, interfere with the response to the
second stimulus [1].
A well-known example of dual-task interference is the Psycho-
logical Refractory Period (PRP) effect in human neuromotor
control which has been studied extensively using the double
stimulus paradigm [e.g. 2–6]. The refractory duration is defined as
the temporal separation of step-stimuli beyond which there is no
interference, that is, the inter-step interval (ISI) up to which the
time to respond to the second step (RT2) is elongated relative to
the time to respond to the first step (RT1) [6]. The ‘‘single channel
hypothesis’’ (as discussed by Smith [7]) provides a possible
explanation of this effect and predicts that a decrease in the ISI
results in an increase in RT2 by the exact same amount.
According to this hypothesis, the intercept of the linear regression
function of the elongated RT2 minus the average RT1 without
interference should equal the refractory duration.
Most models on stimulus-response operations assume three
basic stages of processing: sensory analysis (SA), response
planning/selection (RP/S) and response execution (RE). Accord-
ing to the single channel hypothesis some of these processing stages
cannot overlap and there is a central bottleneck associated with
response selection and response planning [6,8,9]. Selecting and
planning a response can be done for only one response at a time.
Further processing of the second of two closely spaced stimuli is
put on hold until the response selection and programming for the
first stimulus is complete [10]. Interference between two responses
occurs because the first action has already been selected and the
second process is completely or partially blocked [11].
In their seminal studies, Craik and Vince [3–5] demonstrated
the refractory nature of pursuit tracking following an initial
response to an unpredicted, discrete step stimulus (cf. Fig. 1). They
showed that by decreasing the separation between the onset of the
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two stimuli (ISI), RT2 was delayed as compared with RT1 and
that this delay (according to Vince [5] ranging between 200–
500 ms) was most pronounced with short ISIs (typical waveforms
of responses that illustrate the occurrence of RT1 and RT2 are
presented in Fig. 2). Based on these findings, Craik and Vince
argued that human motor control can be described by a servo
system, which is operated intermittently rather than continuously
and proposed serial, ballistic control at a rate of two to three
actions per second [3,5]. Serial ballistic (or intermittent) control
allows for execution of an action followed by observation of the
result, before the selection and planning of the next action. This
way, smooth control can proceed as a sequence of sub-actions
each planned using current sensory information but then executed
open-loop (i.e. without being influenced by immediate feedback of
the result). Craik argued that this intermittent control (i.e. serial
ballistic correction), which was evident in unpredictable discrete
movement control, is the actual mechanism even when control
was sustained. Under usual circumstances, intermittency is not
apparent because participants can predict the required control
action and make smooth continuous movements.
Recently, it has been proposed that the PRP effect is naturally
interpreted as the open-loop interval associated with an intermit-
tent controller [12,13]. A small number of authors have advocated
that the mechanism of intermittent control (which is salient in
discrete responses to step stimuli) may be widely appropriate
during sustained movements and postural control [12–26]. Using
a visuo-manual tracking task in which participants controlled an
external unstable second order system whose output was
represented by a dot displayed on a real oscilloscope, Loram
and colleagues [13] showed that joystick control constrained to be
intermittent open loop using gentle taps (in which the thumb or
index finger were only in contact with the joystick during the tap)
is natural, effective and more robust to unexpected changes than
continuous hand contact, works best with a preferred modal rate
of about two taps per second, and can explain the upper frequency
limit of control by both methods (tapping and continuous contact).
According to the authors, serial ballistic (i.e. intermittent) control,
at an optimum rate on account of refractoriness, provides a
physiologically meaningful paradigm for explaining human
neuromotor control [c.f. 13].
The motor control literature circumstantially suggests that the
PRP effect is not bound to discrete movements and is apparent
over a wider range of stimuli response actions, which have no
recognisable beginning and end (e.g. continuous ramp/sine wave
tracking [27], articulation of words [28], sports [29], rhythmic
movements [30,31] and handwriting [32]). Refractoriness seems to
occur even when the two stimuli are chosen from different sensory
modalities, for example, vision and audition [33], and when the
first and second response make use of different effector systems,
such as one verbal and one manual response [6] and even in
joined actions where two operators share common tasks [34].
Given the omnipresence of the PRP effect, refractoriness is
Figure 1. Diagram of the control system and the experimental set up. The system is ‘virtual’ and is controlled through a joystick interface.
The participant receives visual feed-back information about the system position through a dot presented on a real oscilloscope. The joystick position
defined the system’s: position (0 order system), its velocity (1st order system), or its acceleration (2nd order system). While controlling the system,
participants were asked to track the position of a second dot displayed on the oscilloscope. The four possible step sequences (uni- and reversed
directional step to the left or to the right) of the pursuit target are illustrated by the red line. First and second stimuli are separated by an inter-step
interval (ISI), double stimuli are separated by an approximate recovery period (ARP). When applied to a model (as shown in Fig. 7), this sequence is
applied as a set-point disturbance.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g001
Author Summary
In biology, the control of physiological variables such as
body position, blood pressure and body temperature is
founded on negative feedback mechanisms governing
homeostasic input-output relations. The conceptual mod-
els capturing the underlying control principles are often
drawn from engineering control theory. The visuo-manual
control of external systems (like balancing a stick on the
palm of one’s hand) has traditionally been interpreted
using continuous paradigms such as the servo controller
or the continuous optimal controller. These engineering
controllers were designed for machine systems with
precise sensors, consistent actuators, short time delays
and fast computers. Quite the opposite is true for the
human movement system that is characterized by long
neuromuscular delays, variability, history dependence and
fatigue. Serial ballistic control offers an alternative control
paradigm in which smooth control proceeds as a sequence
of sub-movements each planned using current sensory
information but then intermittently executed ‘‘open loop’’.
In the current study we are the first to formally identify
refractoriness, a behavioural characteristic that discrimi-
nates intermittent (serial ballistic) from continuous control,
in the domain of sustained (non-discrete) control of first
and second order systems providing definite evidence for
the validity of intermittent open-loop control as a
paradigm for sustained human control.
Is Sustained Visuo-Manual Control Intermittent?
PLOS Computational Biology | www.ploscompbiol.org 2 January 2013 | Volume 9 | Issue 1 | e1002843
Figure 2. Representative responses; reconstruction of the set-point (stage 1). Panels show representative examples of positional joystick
responses over time (blue solid lines) in: Zero Order (top row), First Order (middle row), and Second Order (bottom row) conditions. Left panels show
independent responses without interference, right panels show trials with interference between responses to the second and first stimulus. The
dashed line (red) shows the time-invariant optimized ARMA fit corresponding to the original/actual double step stimulus (dark blue dashed line). The
dotted line (green) shows the best fitting ARMA model corresponding to the non-time-invariant optimised step sequence (dark green dotted line).
Estimates of first (RT1 in blue horizontal bar) and second (RT2 in green horizontal bar) delays hover above, and span the interval between the actual
and optimised step sequence. System position is displayed by the solid gray line; this is the same as joystick position in the Zero Order case.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g002
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considered to be a general phenomenon and served as a textbook
example for explaining the various stages of stimulus response
processing [6,10].
One problem is, however, that substantial refractoriness has
never been formally identified in the domain of sustained (non-
discrete) control actions and whether or not refractoriness
generalizes to sustained control is still an open question. This
means that, to date, intermittent control in sustained tasks is
unproven and disputed [35]. Please note that in the current study,
we refer to a low frequency intermittent control process that is
clearly different form the high frequency form of clock-driven
refractoriness predicted by the Adaptive Model Theory developed
by Neilson and colleagues [24,25] that is characterized by an
intermittent interval of 50–100 ms related to pulsatile central
neural control at a frequency of 7–10 Hz matching tremor and
resonance related discontinuities in human data. Here we wish to
study sustained positional control in a reduced but reasonably
generic way, under the most precisely controlled experimental
conditions, using PRP perspectives from psychology [9] and using
engineering control theory as a rigorous interpretational frame-
work [12].
Why has the existence and quantitative value of the PRP effect
not been established in sustained manual control of external
systems? First, sustained control tasks (e.g. ramp/sine wave
tracking, human balance control) lack a clear step in the tracking
stimulus. Second, in sustained control it is difficult to determine a
clear beginning and end of the response. More generally, distinct
bursts of action are difficult to view because muscles and limbs
smooth out the transitions between discrete actions giving the
impression that we respond continuously instead of intermittently.
In other words, due to the dynamics of the (higher order) systems
(e.g. the neuro-muscular system, the inertia of an external system,
etc.) control features (e.g. the kinematic landmarks indicating the
initiation of ballistic control movements) are masked. This has
made it challenging to develop a method of analysis suitable to
show a possible refractory duration effect in sustained control.
Recently [36], a novel approach to discriminating continuous
control from intermittent control and identifying the extent of
refractoriness, was developed and tested on theoretical control
models and on data of human pursuit tracking (discrete stimuli-
response task where control is known to be refractory). As
discussed in Section 2.2 of [36], the relation between stimulus and
response is modelled as a linear time-invariant (LTI) system
together with a varying stimulus delay; an optimization algorithm
determines the LTI system together with a stimulus delay for each
stimulus which best matches the data. The statistical properties of
the estimated stimulus delays are then used to distinguish the
competing continuous and intermittent hypotheses and, in the
latter case, determine an estimate for the refractory duration (i.e.
ISI beyond which there is no interference between stimulus-
response pairs). Subsequently the method reveals the relationship
between stimulus delay and ISI which enables testing for
assumptions like the single channel hypothesis in both discrete
and sustained control tasks. In the sequel, this method will be
referred to simply as ‘‘the method of analysis’’.
Here we applied the method of analysis to data collected in
participants controlling four different systems. These systems
exhibited properties varying in order (0, 1st and 2nd) and (for the
2nd order system) in the unstable time constant (marginally stable
vs. unstable) representing, in a biomechanical analogy, passive
stabilisation. These factors (Order and Stability) make different
demands on the human.
Following [23] the ‘‘complexity’’ demand is related to system
order and can be expressed as the level of processing that is
required to stabilise the system. The level of processing required
depends on the number of derivatives involved in mapping the
system position to joystick movement in order to stabilise the
system. Ongoing stabilisation of a second order system requires
processing of system position and system velocity whereas
stabilisation of a first order system requires processing of only
system position. A zero order system requires no ongoing
stabilisation because joystick position imposes no sustained
movement (velocity) on the system. The ‘‘promptness’’ demand
is related to system stability determined by the unstable time
constant [23].
Thus, an experimental distinction is made between discrete and
sustained control of movement. Discrete movements like throwing
and reaching are ballistic in nature and have a recognizable
beginning and end. These characteristics are comparable to
controlling a zero order load where the joystick position imposes
no sustained movement on the system and no ongoing control is
required after tracking the step change in target. Sustained
movements like human balance are ongoing (and the system is
unstable) which means that sustained feedback is required.
In the current study we test the hypothesis that refractoriness
generalizes to sustained control and address the following 3
research questions. Answers to questions 1-and 2 do not require
model based assumptions.
1. What is the refractory duration of sustained control (of 1st and
2nd order systems) and does it differ from the refractory
duration of discrete pursuit tracking (0 order system)?
2. Is the refractory duration physiologically intrinsic or does it
depend on system complexity (determined by the order of the
system)?
3. Is sustained visual-manual control serial ballistic?
Methods
Details with respect to the apparatus, the visuo-manual tracking
tasks and the method of analysis have been restricted to the
minimum necessary since they are stated more fully in previous
work [23,36], respectively.
Ethical approval
The experiments reported in this study were approved by the
Academic Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Science and
Engineering, Manchester Metropolitan University and conform
to the Declaration of Helsinki, participants gave written, informed
consent to the experiment.
Procedure, apparatus, and measurement
Thirteen healthy subjects (8 male, 5 female), aged 22–34 years
(2864 years, mean6 S.D.) sat at a table in a self-selected position.
Participants used continuous contact of a uniaxial joystick
supported on the table surface in front of them to control the
left-right position of a dot on a, real, analog oscilloscope placed
50 cm away. This dot represented the position of a one-
dimensional (left-right) virtual system (see Fig. 1). Following
[23,36], the virtual systems were constructed using Simulink, were
compiled using Real-Time Workshop and executed on a laptop
using Real-Time Windows Target within MATLAB v7 (Math-
Works) at a sample rate of 1000 samples per second.
In the current study participants controlled four different
external systems (c.f. Fig. 1) that exhibited properties varying with
respect to the order of the system (0, 1st and 2nd) and (for the 2nd
order system) the unstable time constant of the system (marginally
Is Sustained Visuo-Manual Control Intermittent?
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stable vs. unstable) that, in a biomechanical analogy, represented
passive stabilisation. All these systems have been used in previous
experiments (0 order: [36], 1st and 2nd order (marginally stable and
unstable): [23] (load 5, 1 and 2, Table 1)). The second order stable
system can be thought of as simply being a ‘mass’ with no
destabilising effect from gravity, whereas the unstable system has a
time constant of 0.92 s equivalent to that experienced by an adult
during normal standing [c.f. 23]. In the second order conditions,
the position of the joystick modulated the acceleration of the
system. For the first order condition we removed the mass content
of the system and now the position of the joystick specified the
velocity of the system. For the zero order condition the position of
the joystick specifies the position of the system.
Our set up and instructions were designed to elicit the most
continuous behaviour possible. The trial order was randomized to
eliminate learning effects. All participants were familiarized with
the control tasks. Participants were informed that for zero order
systems the position of the joystick instantly modulated the position
of the system whereas for the first and second order system the
position of the joystick modulated, respectively, the velocity and
acceleration of the system. After some practice, all participants
were able to control the second order system within the limits
imposed by the oscilloscope display. The purpose of the
explanation/familiarization was to overcome the initial (steepest)
part of the learning curve. In the unusual event that the participant
failed to keep the position of the dot within the oscilloscope’s
display limit, the system was swiftly returned to the centre position
and its velocity and acceleration were reset to zero. Three
participants were particularly gifted in controlling the external
systems because of extensive previous experience and/or a gaming
background. Seven had only moderate previous experience of this
task.
Just above (1 cm) the dot representing the external system a
second dot, representing the target position, was displayed on the
oscilloscope (see: Fig. 1). To minimize the degree to which
participants could anticipate their pursuit tracking responses we
designed the following tracking target step sequence. Participants
were told that every now and then, the target would jump to the
left or to the right. The only instruction given to the participants
was to respond as quickly and accurately as possible to each step in
target position and that the deviation between target position and
system position (i.e. the top and bottom dots on the oscilloscope)
was the measure of performance. Participants were not informed
about the amplitude or direction of these jumps. Spatial
unpredictability of the double step stimuli was achieved by varying
the direction of the step in target position (left-right, right-left, left-
left-right to centre, right-right-left to centre, see Fig. 1). Tempo-
rally, stimulus predictability was eliminated by varying the ISI (see
Table 1). The eight different double and/or triple step stimuli were
presented four times in a randomized order. The time it takes a
participant to recover from a step response increases with the
order of the controlled system [c.f. 27]. Based on pilot data it was
estimated what ISI would be sufficient to recover from a step
response when controlling a zero, first, and second order system.
The last two ISIs were chosen well beyond this ‘Approximate
Recovery Period’ (ARP) to serve as an independent base measure.
The remaining six ISI (,ARP) were chosen such that they would
span the hypothesised refractory duration for that specific
condition (see Table 1). The ARP after a double and/or triple
step stimulus (see Fig. 1) was randomly chosen within a one second
range including the (maximum) ARP specific for each system
order (i.e. 0: 1–2 s. 1st: 2–3 s. 2nd: 4–5 s.). The trial duration was
determined by the sum of the selected ISI and ARP attributed to
the specific system order condition. Since participants were
encouraged to perform at their best, a break of up to five minutes
was offered between trials.
Method of analysis
The method of analysis proceeds in three stages [c.f. 36]. The
first two stages do not require model based assumptions and
quantify refractoriness, the key feature discriminating serial
ballistic (intermittent) from continuous control.
Stage 1: Reconstruction of the set-point. Following [36],
we estimated the step-joystick time delay for each first and second
step (i.e. RT1 and RT2) by modelling the closed loop relationship
between the target (step sequence) signal and the joystick position
as a low order, zero delay, autoregressive moving average (ARMA)
process. The ARMA model’s order (10th) was set such that while
the number of coefficients was sufficient to capture the key features
of the participants’ responses (see Fig. 2) they never exceeded
Akaike’s Information Criterion [c.f. 36,37]. Next, we reconstruct-
ed the step sequence by sequentially and individually adjusting the
instant of each step to optimise the fit of the ARMA model. This
was done in a time-invariant and in a non time-invariant way.
Time-invariant optimization means that a best ARMA fit is
achieved by reconstructing the step sequence using equal
adjustments of the instant of all steps (basically determining the
time delay of the ARMA model). The non-time-invariant
optimization method allowed different adjustments of the instant
of the first and second steps and can be referred to as a ‘set-point
reconstructed ARMA model’. If the description can be improved
by optimising the delay to each step, this procedure will provide a
distribution of delayed responses to each first and second step
(RT1 and RT2). Analysis of these delays with respect to ISI can
test for refractoriness [c.f. 36].
Stage 2: Statistical analysis of RT1s and RT2s. Following
the data analysis [36], the main measures of interest were the
distributions of RT1 and RT2. Unless stated otherwise, individual
values are quoted as mean (6 standard deviation) and a repeated
measures ANOVA design is used to test for the effects of Step
Number (first and second ), System Order (0 order, 1st order, 2nd
order), ISI (level 1 through 8), and their interactions. As
recommended in [38], the average of the Greenhouse–Geisser
and Huyhn-Feldt corrections of degrees of freedom was used
Table 1. Selected ISIs.
System Order ISI (s)
zero 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.50 1.00
first 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.35 0.50 1.00 2.50
second 0.15 0.25 0.35 0.45 0.55 0.65 1.50 4.00
The eight selected ISIs for the three different system orders.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.t001
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based upon the estimates of sphericity. Post-hoc ANOVAs were
run to evaluate significant main and interaction effects. By design,
the data set can be subdivided into a group of reversed step-pairs
and a group of unidirectional step-pairs which we analyzed
separately.
Without requiring any model based assumptions, the follow-
ing tests provide evidence which can discriminate against
continuous control and quantify the extent of refractoriness in
this task [36].
N Are the ranges of RT1 and RT2 equal? A hypothesis of zero
refractoriness would predict equal ranges (5–95th percentile) in
distributions of RT1 and RT2.
N Is RT2 greater than RT1? A hypothesis of zero refractoriness
would predict equal delays.
N Is there an interaction between the factors: Step Number (first
and second) and ISI (levels 1 through 8)? A hypothesis of
refractoriness would predict an interaction between ISI and
Step Number. Refractoriness would increase RT2 but not alter
RT1.
N Is RT1 independent of ISI? A refractory hypothesis would
predict that RT1 is independent of ISI.
N What is the ISI up to which RT2 is significantly greater than
RT1? Testing within each level of ISI for differences between
RT1 and RT2 will reveal the ISI up to which there is
interference between RT2 and RT1 and quantifies the
duration of refractoriness.
N What is the maximum increase in RT2? Using linear
regression to fit RT2 v ISI for ISIs where RT2 is significantly
greater than RT1, the extent of refractoriness was quantified
using the regression intercept (ISI = 0) minus average RT1.
Stage 3: Model based interpretation of delays
N What is the open-loop interval using the single channel/IC
model hypothesis [12]? A single channel hypothesis of
intermittent control in which a response is triggered by the
first step predicts a slope of 21 in the relationship between
average RT2 and ISI for ISI,open-loop interval [6]. The
above regression method was repeated assuming a least mean
squares fit with slope constrained to 21.
Results
With only a single familiarisation session of less than 10 min-
utes, all subjects were able to control the second order system
while tracking the step sequence within the limits of the
oscilloscope screen for the duration of one trial (,200 s).
Representative pursuit tracking responses to double step
stimuli when controlling zero, first, and second order
systems
Fig. 2 illustrates the comparison between responses without
interference and responses that show evidence of interference.
With long ISIs (left panels, Fig. 2), responses to the second steps
are similar to responses to the first steps. Looking at the examples
for which the ISIs were small (right panels, Fig. 2) we see that
responses to the second steps are interfered by responses to the first
step. This interference is characterized by an elongation of the
second response relative to the first response (in Fig. 2. compare
the blue (RT1) horizontal bar to the green (RT2) horizontal bar).
With large ISIs RT1s are comparable to RT2s. With small ISIs,
however, RT2s are clearly longer than the RT1s.
Reconstruction of the set-point (stage 1): representative
results
Overlaying in Fig. 2: i) a participant’s typical response in solid
black, ii) the ARMA prediction in dotted red and iii) the set-point
reconstructed ARMA prediction in dotted cyan shows (as one
would expect) no real difference for the independent responses (c.f.
left panels Fig. 2). When focusing on the responses hypothesised to
be vulnerable to interference (Fig. 2 right panels) we found that
reconstructing the set-points resulted in a better (ARMA)
description of the data (this is evident when we look at the
response amplitude and even more so when we look at the actual
timing of the responses). The blue and green bars displayed above
and spanning the interval between the actual and optimised steps
displayed in Fig. 2 exemplify the delays identified in stage 1 of the
method of analysis. Whereas RT1 (blue) seems to equal RT2
(green) in the independent responses (left panel Fig. 2.) refracto-
riness is quantified by the elongation of RT2 in the responses
subject to interference (right panel Fig. 2).
Statistical analysis (stage 2): group results
The distributions of RT1 and RT2, including range and central
values are clearly different (Fig. 3 A, B). Whereas RT1 is
independent of ISIs and recovery period (Fig. 3 C, D), RT2 shows
increased range and central value at lower ISIs (Fig. 3E).
The range in RT was systematically affected by Step Number
and System Order (Fig. 4).
Combining all step-pairs directions (i.e. reverse and same) and
all system orders, the mean range in RT was significantly higher
for step 2 than for step 1 (4436185 ms, 2606148 ms, F(1,
12) = 102, p,.0001). The mean range in RT increased signifi-
cantly through zero, first, and second order stable and second
order unstable systems (202685 ms, 2636137 ms, 4626171,
4796182 ms respectively, F(3, 36) = 53.9, p,.0001). We found no
interaction effect between any of the experimental factors: Step
Number (first and second), System Order (0 order, 1st order, and
2nd order), and ISI (level 1 through 8).
Separate tests for step-pairs in the reversed or same direction
revealed the same main effect for Step Number and System Order
on mean range in RT (as per Fig. 4).
RTs showed significant, substantial refractoriness for all system
orders, but in the sustained control conditions (1st and 2nd order)
only for reversed step-pairs stimuli (Fig. 5).
Zero order system. Reversed step-pairs: Combining all ISI
levels, the mean RT was significantly higher for step 2 than step 1
(233674 ms, 176635 ms, F(1, 12) = 24.1, p,.0005, Fig. 5 A).
Combining RT1s and RT2s showed a significant increase in RT
with decreasing ISIs (265692 ms, 217656 ms, 221660 ms,
201653 ms, 197650 ms, 185638 ms, 178636 ms, 172650 ms,
F(7, 84) = 11.2, p,.0001). The significant interaction effect
between Step Number and ISI, (F(7, 84) = 8.96, p,.0001)
indicates that reducing the ISI had different effects on RT1
compared to RT2. Conducting two separate post-hoc tests to
break down the interaction, showed a significant effect of ISI on
the RT2s, (F(7, 84) = 13.4, p,.0001), but not on the RT1s.
We quantified refractoriness in two ways. RT2 was delayed
relative to RT1 for ISIs up to 250 ms (paired comparison of Step
Number at each ISI: for p-values see Fig. 5, A). The maximum
increase in RT2 was 157 ms (subtracting the average RT1
(176 ms) from the intercept (334 ms) of the regression line of mean
interfered RT2s over ISIs (c.f. Fig. 5, A).
Unidirectional step-pairs: analysis of the unidirectional cases
showed a significant main effect of Step Number (250675 ms,
177645 ms, F(1, 12) = 10.1, p,.01). In contrast to the reversed
cases, we did not find a significant difference between ISIs
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(210677 ms, 211673 ms, 230672 ms, 216663 ms,
2256112 ms, 214651 ms, 206660). The significant interaction
effect (F(7, 84) = 2.66, p,.05) however indicates that reducing the
ISI had significant effects on RT2 (F(7, 84) = 12.4, p,.005), but
not on the RT1s.
RT2 was delayed relative to RT1 for ISIs up to 300 ms and the
maximum increase in RT2 was 78 ms (subtracting the average
RT1 (177 ms) from the intercept (255 ms).
First order system. Reversed step-pairs: over all ISIs, the
mean RT2 was significantly higher than mean RT1 (3086149 ms,
230656 ms, F(1, 12) = 19.7, p,.0005, Fig. 5 B). Combining RT1s
and RT2s showed a significant increase in RT with decreasing
ISIs (3156125 ms, 2986115 ms, 2946131 ms, 2706108 ms,
263670 ms, 248666 ms, 235641 ms, 235680 ms, F(7, 84) = 3.1,
p,.05). The significant interaction effect (F(7, 84) = 10.6,
p,0.0001) shows that reducing the ISI had significant effects on
RT2 (F(7, 84) = 6.82, p,.0005), but not on the RT1s.
RT2 was delayed relative to RT1 for ISIs up to 350 ms and the
maximum increase in RT2 was 204 ms (subtracting the average
RT1 (230 ms) from the intercept (434 ms).
Unidirectional step-pairs: analysis of the unidirectional cases
showed no significant main or interaction effects and in contrast to
the reversed step-pairs (and to the results in the 0 order system
condition) there was no evidence for refractoriness.
Second order system, marginally stable. Reversed step-
pairs: the mean RT2 was significantly higher than mean
Figure 3. Group results: Distributions. The system condition is Zero Order. Panels A and B show the distribution of RT1 (panel A) and second RT2
(panel B) for all step-pairs (light) and reversed step-pairs only (dark). Panels C and D show individual values of RT1 as a function of the Recovery Period
(panel C), and the inter-step interval (ISI, panel D). Panel E shows individual values of RT2 against ISI.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g003
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RT1(3866178 ms, 2876110 ms, F(1, 12)=17.9, p,.005, Fig. 5 C)
over all ISIs. Combining RT1s and RT2s showed a significant increase
in RTwith decreasing ISIs (3706162 ms, 3996192 ms, 3706160 ms,
3586206 ms, 3206139 ms, 3486140 ms, 272689 ms, 258672 ms,
F(7, 84)=3.1, p,.05). The significant interaction effect (F(7, 84)=5.68,
p,.005) shows that reducing the ISI had significant effects on RT2 (F(7,
84)=6.1, p,.01), but not on the RT1s.
RT2 was delayed relative to RT1 for ISIs up to 550 ms and the
maximum increase in RT2 was 256 ms (subtracting the average
RT1 (287 ms) from the intercept (543 ms).
Unidirectional step-pairs: analysis of the unidirectional cases
showed no significant main or interaction effects and in contrast to
the reversed step-pairs (and to the results in the 0 order system
condition) there was no evidence for refractoriness.
Second order system, unstable. Reversed step-pairs: Com-
bining all ISI levels, themeanRT2was significantly higher thanmean
RT1 (3956176 ms, 272688 ms, F(1, 12) = 19.5, p,.001, Fig. 5 D).
Combining RT1s and RT2s showed a significant difference between
ISIs (3626192 ms, 4226205 ms, 3586164 ms, 3056127 ms,
3606148 ms, 3216115 ms, 275691 ms, 263676 ms, F(7, 84)=3.9,
p,.01). The significant interaction effect (F(7, 84)=5.9, p,.005) shows
that reducing the ISI had significant effects on RT2 (F(7, 84)=5.82,
p,.001), but not on the RT1s.
RT2 was delayed relative to RT1 for ISIs up to 550 ms and the
maximum increase in RT2 was 263 ms (subtracting the average
RT1 (272 ms) from the intercept (535 ms).
Unidirectional step-pairs: analysis of the unidirectional cases
showed no significant main or interaction effects and in contrast to
the reversed step-pairs (and to the results in the 0 order system
condition) there was no evidence for refractoriness. Combining all
second order cases (stable and unstable) to improve power
produced the same results.
Single Channel interpretation of RT interference (stage 3)
Fig. 6 shows that in all four conditions, the Single Channel (or
intermittent Control model) interpretations of RT interference (i.e.
the linear interpolation of the ISI up to which RT2 was
significantly greater than RT1 (as demonstrated by the ANOVA)
and the set slope (21) regression line through delayed RT2) were
closely related and corresponded to the average range in RT2.
These predictions of the refractory durations (c.f. Fig. 6) overes-
timated the refractory duration predicted by the intercept of the
unconstrained linear regression through interfered RT2.
All estimates of the refractory duration increased with System
Order and were independent of system stability.
The average RT1 (i.e. the baseline of the refractory duration)




In this study, for visual-manual control, we formally identified
refractoriness, the key feature discriminating serial ballistic
(intermittent) from continuous control, in the domain of both
discrete (0 order systems) and sustained (1st and 2nd order systems)
control actions. Our results showed that delays to the second step
were on average longer than delays to the first step. This finding
leads to the rejection of a hypothesis of zero refractoriness that
predicts equal ranges and equal averages in RT. Our results
showed the interaction between Step Number and ISI that was
predicted by the alternative hypothesis of refractoriness. Breaking
down this interaction showed that whereas delays to the first step
were independent of ISI, delays to the second step increased with
decreasing ISI levels. The ISI level up to which there was
interference between RT1 and RT2 provided an upper limit
estimate of the refractory duration which depended upon system
order (250, 350, 550 ms for 0, 1st, and 2nd order respectively,
n = 13, p,0.05) but were independent of system stability. A lower
limit estimate of the refractory duration was provided by the
maximum increase in RT2 (,150, ,200, and ,250 ms;
quantified using the unconstrained regression fit intercept, c.f.
Fig. 6). In sustained control (1st and 2nd order systems),
refractoriness was only identified when the target reverses
direction. The main issues for discussion are: Significance for the
continuous versus intermittent control debate, Rationale for serial
ballistic (or intermittent) control of human movement, Difference
between marginally stable and unstable second order systems,
Difference between unidirectional and reversed direction results,
Interpretation of our evidence for refractoriness within the
intermittent control framework, Why is the refractory duration
so long?, and Applicability to other tasks.
Significance for the continuous versus intermittent
control debate
The traditional paradigm for modelling negative feedback
control is the servo controller or the continuous optimal controller
[39,40,41]. Recently, experimental evidence has been presented
[35] in which the authors advocate that postural responses to
external stimuli are dominated by continuous feedback and cannot
be explained by intermittent control. Although continuous control
is currently the dominant paradigm, circumstantial evidence for
intermittency in human motor control has been observed
repeatedly and this issue is currently regarded as an unsolved
open question (for overview c.f. [42]). With no modelling
assumption this current study provides evidence of refractoriness
in sustained visuo-manual control. A continuous (LTI) model
cannot reproduce this data and therefore a wider, non LTI,
paradigm is required for interpreting visual-manual control [42].
Figure 4. Group results: Ranges. The inter-participant (13 in each
system condition) ranges (5–95%) in RT1 (blue) and RT2 (green). Each
box shows, the median range (central mark), the 25th and 75th
percentile range (the edges of the box are), and the most extreme data
points not considered outliers (the whiskers) of these ranges. The
maximum whisker length is 1.5. Data points are drawn as outliers ‘+’ if
they are larger than q3 + w(q3 - q1) or smaller than q1 - w(q3 -q1),
where w is the whisker length and q1 and q3 are the 25th and 75th
percentiles, respectively.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g004
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Refractoriness is associated with response selection and response
planning [c.f. 7]. The single channel explanation of dual-task
interference stresses the psychological relevance of these processes
in human movement control [2,3,6]. From a control engineering
perspective this mechanism is naturally interpreted within an
intermittent control framework [12–26]. So is there a rationale for
serial ballistic or intermittent open loop predictive control based
on rigorous engineering principles and relevant to human control?
Rationale for serial ballistic (or intermittent) control in
man and machine
If a system has a pure time delay, the appropriate engineering
solution is a predictor [14–18,43]. A predictor [44] is a feed-forward
element that, based on an internal system model, can eliminate the
time-delay from the feedback loop. As discussed in [43], several
approaches for reducing controller design and performance analysis to
the delay free case, also applicable to the control of unstable systems
such as the human balance system [45–48], have been applied in an
number of situations including in the engineering literature [39,49,50]
and in the physiological literature [51,52]. A predictor requires that the
system is consistent, known, and therefore, predictable.
Intermittent control is the appropriate engineering solution to
control problems in which there is a time consuming online
computational process [12,43,53].
When the actuators and the system being controlled do not
change with time, and there are no constraints, then controllers
Figure 5. Group results: statistical analysis of Mean delays (stage 2). The four panels: Zero Order System (A), First Order System (B), Second
Order marginally stable System (C), Second Order unstable System (D), show the inter participant mean RT1 (blue) and RT2 (green) against ISI for the
reversed step-pairs stimuli only (for details regarding the box plot’s constituents see caption Fig. 4). The P-values of the ANOVA’s post hoc test are
display above each ISI level (black if significant, gray if not). The blue dotted line shows the mean RT1, the dashed green line shows the unconstrained
regression linear fit between (interfered) RT2 and ISIs.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g005
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can use parameters which are computed offline, such as the gains
of a simple or optimal continuous feedback controller. In such
cases the control signal can be computed rapidly from measured
quantities and the reference signal. However, when the actuators
or system change with time, or there are constraints, then online
optimization and computation of the control signal is desirable.
Intermittent open loop predictive control uses an intermittently
moving time horizon which allows slow optimization to occur
concurrently with a fast control action. This approach allows
handling of time varying systems and constraints at the expense
of increased online computational requirement [53]. Thus,
intermittent control provides for a time consuming online


































Figure 6. Estimates of the refractory duration. The four panels: Zero Order System (A), First Order System (B), Second Order marginally stable
System (C), Second Order unstable System (D), show -in the right axes- how each metric is calculated. Plotted as a function of ISI are mean RT1 (blue
circles) andmean RT2 (green circles). The gray area describes the lower and upper limits of the ANOVAs ‘general linear model’ significance, the cyan solid
line shows the least mean squares fit between RT2 dependent upon ISI with slope constrained to21, themagenta dashed line shows the unconstrained
regression linear fit between RT2 dependent upon ISI, crosses displayed on the y-axes show the intercepts of these function, and the dotted blue line
shows the mean RT1 which served as a baseline for the left axes that summarizes the four estimates of the refractory duration: the intercept of the
unconstrained regression fit (magenta), the intercept of the 21 regression fit (cyan), the ANOVA metric (brown), and the Range in RT2 (yellow).
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g006
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As stated above, a predictor requires that the system, actuator,
and constraints are consistent, and therefore, predictable. How-
ever, for neuromuscular control systems consistency is the
exception rather than the norm. First consider the time delays.
In human motor control, delays include neural transmission and
varying degrees of sensori-motor processing according the neural
pathways involved. In lower order, peripheral, control processes
such as reflex mechanisms maintaining a joint angle in which
flexibility is limited to changing the gain and threshold of the
feedback, time delays are rather small (40–100 ms), with low
temporal jitter. In higher order, central, control processes which
allow more flexibility, including choice over direction and timing
of response, delays are both larger (.120 ms) and more variable
and are restricted to a low frequency bandwidth [13,23]. Second,
the actuator system (muscular), sensory, and processing system
(neural) intrinsic to biological control are inherently noisy, variable
and subject to signal dependent noise, fatigue, and time varying
properties such as thixotropy in the case of muscles [54–57].
Third, the constraints determined by environmental factors,
changing goals and priorities, and neuro-muscular biomechanical
limits can vary considerably with time and even fixed (biome-
chanical) constraints defy simple, algebraic, pre-computed solu-
tions [53]. The inherent flexibility and predictive nature of higher
order, central control mechanisms seems suited to the intermittent,
open loop predictive control paradigm. In agreement with
psychology, refractoriness seems appropriate for a control
mechanism that makes choices and intermittently inhibits alter-
native control actions [11] to facilitate appropriate response
selection and response planning.
Recently, Loram and colleagues [13] provided evidence that
control which is explicitly intermittent is particularly robust and
effective in controlling a system that is changing unpredictably
(different joystick gains). A possible explanation of that effective-
ness is that if the system is open loop, causality between input and
output can be identified more clearly. Even though a simple
inverted pendulum like system can be controlled using continuous
linear feedback, an intermittent control structure allows greater
flexibility and usefulness while still being effective.
Within the intermittent control scheme, predictive computation
is most efficient when the intermittent open-loop interval is greater
than the system’s total time delay [43]. This provides an
expectation that the intermittent interval will increases as the
feedback time delay increases. As the order of the controlled
system increases, the feedback time delay also increases in
association with the increased difficulty of predicting the evolution
of states and the increased number of choices of control [23]. Thus
we expect time delay and intermittent interval to increase together
as system order increases from zero to second. That prediction is
confirmed by the results of this experiment.
Difference between marginally stable and unstable
second order systems
We found no difference in results between the marginally stable
and unstable system conditions. This is in line with findings by
Loram et al. [23] where the primary difference in cognitive
demand (as measured by the feedback time delay) was between
first and second order systems and not between second order
systems of different stability.
One solution to an increase in system instability would be to
reduce the feedback time delay (effectively increasing the control
bandwidth). Loram and colleagues [23] demonstrated that
participants were, however, unable to reduce their delay. This
was interpreted as a processing constraint imposed by the order of
the system. While stability alters the required promptness of
response and affects control performance measured by system
position variance, system order increases the cognitive demand by
increasing the number of variables (e.g. system position and
velocity rather than just position) that the controller has to process
in order to stabilise the system. Thus, the demands of system
stability and system order are different.
The requirement for more flexible, intentional control mech-
anisms is one possible justification for central refractoriness.
Central refractoriness is naturally expressed as an intermittent
control mechanism [12] and intermittent control is an appropriate
control mechanism for accommodating time varying systems,
actuators, and constraints, including the more variable processing
times of higher order (complex) input-output relations [53].
Difference between unidirectional and reversed direction
results
In sustained control, refractoriness was only identified when the
target reversed direction. In principle it is possible that our method
of analysis is less sensitive to features in the unidirectional
responses compared to the reversed responses and that the
method’s sensitivity declines with higher order systems because the
control signal is more variable. Thus, we cannot eliminate the
possibility that participants were also refractory during sustained
control in the unidirectional cases and that our method of analysis
did not detect this refractoriness. Since our method has been
validated using model simulation data with varying levels of noise
[c.f. 36], we consider it more likely that in sustained control (1st
and 2nd order systems) refractoriness does not occur in unidirec-
tional responses.
This finding is in line with previous experimental work [58]
showing that stopping ongoing action is subject to refractoriness
while responses to stimuli to continue an ongoing action do not
produce a refractory duration effect. Together, these suggest that
during sustained control, unidirectional responses are online
adjustments to the original plan without incurring refractoriness
whereas responses in the reversed direction require the creation of a
new plan that is associated with refractoriness. In our joystick task,
independent adjustments were only found in the sustained control
conditions (i.e. in the unidirectional cases of the 1st and 2nd order
systems). In these (velocity or acceleration controlled) conditions the
properties of the system (inertia) make it unnecessary to select, plan,
and initiate a second response in the same direction. Unlike the
process of reversing direction, inhibition or attenuation of the
‘breaking action’ is sufficient to facilitate the ongoing movement in
order to bring the system to its final (second) position.
Interpretation of our evidence for refractoriness within
the intermittent control framework
The intermittent control model’s control signal (see diagram in
Fig. 7.) is open loop for a minimum duration known as the
intermittent open-loop interval and this feature discriminates
continuous from intermittent control [13,36]. Even though this
model is an explicitly single channel hypothesis model, depending
on parameter settings, there are several possible relationships
between RT2 and ISI. Fig. 8 shows RT2 v ISI for a variety of
intermittent control parameter settings [c.f. 36]. Consistent for all
parameter settings, the intermittent interval is shown by the ISI up
to which RT2 was delayed relative to RT1 (Fig. 8 B–D).
If the intermittent interval is zero, control is continuous and
RT2 shows no change with ISI (Fig. 8, A). Our results
(identification of refractoriness) reject this interpretation.
At low ISI, below the intermittent interval, the slope of the
relationship between RT2 and ISI need not be exactly 21, even
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for this explicitly single channel model. When events are triggered
externally at one event per step stimulus the slope is21 (Fig. 8B). If
additional events are triggered, by an internal error signal crossing a
threshold (e.g. due to increased noise) the slope will be less than21.
Applying noise to the system or ultimately setting the event
threshold to zero provides different examples of events being
triggered internally at the maximal possible rate such that events are
limited by the intermittent interval the slope will be20.5 (Fig. 8 C).
If noise is high enough [c.f. 36], the IC model does not define the
relationship between RT1 and RT2 vs. ISI and any distinction
between first and second response times breaks down and the slope
is zero. Depending on parameter settings for noise levels and event
thresholds, varying slopes between 21 and 0 can be simulated.
At the lowest ISI, RT2 need not increase as ISI decreases.
Supplementing the intermittent control model with low pass
filtering of the set-point and a sampling delay (i.e. the delay
between the event and the sampling instant c.f. Fig. 7) leads to
RT2 decreasing as ISI decreases leading to a peak in RT at a
certain ISI, equal to the sampling delay (Fig. 8D). This feature,
does not occur in previously published versions of the IC model
[e.g. 12,36,43], but has been introduced to reproduce the
amplitude transition function (ATF) effect observed by Barrett &
Glencross [59,60], in which participants combine their responses
to first and second steps stimuli when ISIs are very small. The fact
that an explicitly intermittent control model implementing a single
channel hypothesis can produce alternative relationships between
RT2 and ISI precludes unambiguous interpretation of the results.
We apply the following principles to interpret our results (stage 3
of our method of analysis). First we identify the open-loop interval
from the ANOVA metric (i.e. the ISI up to which RT2 was
significantly delayed relative to RT1, Fig. 6). Next, the refractory
duration indicated by the intercept of the unconstrained regression
slope (Fig. 6) allows us to infer: i) the degree to which events are
fully triggered by external stimuli (Fig. 8, B) or, at the other side of
the spectrum, internally triggered at a maximum rate determined
by the minimum intermittent interval (Fig. 8, C), ii) the possibility
that participants combining their responses to first and second
steps stimuli when ISIs are very small (Fig. 8, D).
Using these principles we make the following deductions. Our
best estimate of the open-loop interval (The ANOVA metric)
increased with system order (c.f. Fig. 6) as in fact did all the other
estimates of the refractory duration (i.e. the intercept of the
unconstrained regression fit, the intercept of the 21 regression fit,
and the Range in RT2). Thus we conclude that, regardless of the
applied metric, the intermittent interval increased with system
order. The slope of the unconstrained regression line decreased
with system order. This indicates that events have a greater
tendency to be triggered internally rather than by external stimuli
with increasing system order. This interpretation supports the idea
that in sustained control (i.e. 1st and 2nd order systems), event
Figure 7. General model of intermittent control. The intermittent predictive controller is based on continuous control as a special case
[12,36,43], but generally the predicted system state is only used intermittently to update the time varying control signal sent from the generalized
‘‘hold’’ to the actuator. ‘‘Trig.’’ detects when the control trajectory is to be updated and this event trigger requires three conditions: (i) a single event
must be detected (i.e. all events within the sampling delay (Ds) are considered as one), (ii) a minimum open-loop interval (DOL) must have elapsed
since the previous event and (iii) an error signal must exceed a threshold [12,36,43]. Scalar signals are represented by solid lines, vector signals are
represented by dashed lines. The participant’s neuro-muscular dynamics are modelled (linear) in the ‘‘NMS’’ block with input u(t). The linear external
controlled system with output y(t) (represented by the ‘‘System’’ block) is driven by signals ue(t) and d(t) representing the externally observed control
signal and the disturbance signal. The state of the composite ‘‘NMS’’ and ‘‘System’’ blocks is estimated xo(t) by the ‘‘observer’’ block. Sampling is
preceded by an anti-aliasing low-pass filter ‘‘LP’’ of the subtracted set point disturbance w(t) and subject to an event delay ‘‘DS’’ between event and
sampling. The trigger for the sampling times ti is provided by the event detector block labelled ‘‘trig’’. Sampling xw(t) takes place at discrete times ti.
Sampled signals (represented by the dotted lines) are defined only at the sample instants ti. The future state error xp(ti) is provided by the ‘‘predictor’’
block. The various delays in the human controller are accounted for by a pure time delay of td represented by the ‘‘delay’’ block. The block labelled
‘‘hold’’ is a system-matched hold, that provides the delayed version of the continuous-time signal that is multiplied by the feedback gain vector k
(block ‘‘State FB’’) to give the feedback control signal u(t). This figure and its caption are based on [12].
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g007
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triggering is part of an ongoing control process and not just related
to the external step stimuli.
Our results also show some evidence of a peak in RT2 that is
particularly existent in the second order system conditions (c.f.
Fig. 6, C and D) which may support the idea of a sampling delay.
Participants seem to combine first and second responses for ISIs
smaller than 250 ms which is indicative of a sampling delay
somewhere between 150 and 250 ms. Our experiment was
designed to minimize temporal and spatial predictability of the
step stimuli. Since participants could not pre-program their
responses, this implies that for ISIs larger than the sampling delay
the second step incurred refractoriness.
Why is the refractory duration so long?
One theory of intermittency [24,25] relates high frequency
clock-driven refractoriness with an intermittent interval of 50–
100 ms to tremor and resonance related discontinuities at a
frequency of 7–10 Hz. The intermittent intervals observed here of
250, 350, and 550 ms for zero, first and second order systems
relate to control actions of two to four actions per second. This
frequency of control is clearly different from the high frequency
theory and falls most likely within the voluntary control
bandwidth.
Do these low frequency responses reflect the hard physiological
limits of the system or do they represent a preferred rate
optimizing some soft criterion? If the intermittent interval is
related to the feedback loop time delays, then we have to consider
whether the relevant delays are the minimum transmission times
within the neural circuitry, the time needed to process higher
order (complex) input-output relations, or the time lags associated
with evolution of state. Whereas the first relates to the intrinsic
hard limits within human physiology, the latter two are related to
the order of the external system that is being controlled. The fact
that the refractory duration increases with system order implies
that the intermittent interval is flexibly selected to be appropriate
for the system rather than to be physiologically intrinsic. Humans
are predisposed for a second order world in which systems follow
Newtonian (2nd order) dynamics. Through intermittency, we
might have adopted a strategy to deal with the relatively large time
delays involved in this kind of control making us more flexible and
more resistant to perturbations.
Applicability to other tasks
Our results and reasoning support the idea that refractoriness is
associated with response planning and response selection within
discrete and sustained movement control.
An open question is whether refractoriness applies generally to
human movement control. It is important to realise that control
which seems continuous might in fact be serial ballistic in nature
(e.g. continuous joystick contact in [13] masqueraded tapping like
behaviour). As discussed in [13] serial ballistic control is likely
related to the bandwidth of voluntary control and thus would also
apply to (normal) continuous contact control. Our current study
supports that argument and strengthens the case that continuous
contact manual control is serial ballistic in nature.
Are the mechanisms involved in rudimentary control like
human posture and the mechanisms governing multi-segmental
(voluntary) movements like human balance also serial ballistic in
nature or does intermittency apply only to a subset of the human
movement repertoire? If multi-segmental human balance involves
a higher level of control compared to the more rudimental,
peripheral, high-bandwidth (reflex) feedback mechanisms dedicat-
ed to maintaining individual joint angles of human posture, this
would suggest that while both serial ballistic control and
continuous control are universal control mechanisms; continuous
mechanisms lie embedded within the more executive intermittent
control mechanisms [c.f. 22,23].
Part of the power of the current paper lies in the fact that we
have focussed the experiment on the simplest possible test of the
existence of refractoriness in sustained control. In particular, we
have avoided model-selection issues by familiarising subjects
before each trial and not changing the system during a trial and
we have avoided multi-segmental issues [c.f. 61] by using a single-
input, single output system. Having established the intermittent
paradigm in this basic case, investigating model-selection and
multi-segmental systems are challenges for the future.
Conclusion
Following our recent demonstration that continuous control of
second order systems is unnecessary [13], we asked whether
refractoriness of substantial duration (,200 ms) is evident in
sustained contact control of external systems. We asked whether
the refractory duration (i) is physiologically intrinsic, (ii) depends
Figure 8. Model based interpretation (stage 3). Discriminating
serial ballistic (intermittent) from continuous control and identifying
several possible relationships between RT2 and inter-step interval (ISI).
The simulated system is zero order. The open-loop interval (delta OL) is
0.35 s and feedback time delay (td) is 0.14 s. For four models: A)
continuous LTI, B) externally-triggered intermittent control, C) internal-
ly-triggered intermittent control (triggered to saturation), and D)
externally-trigger intermittent control supplemented with a sampling
delay. The following is shown as a function of ISI: (A–D), mean RT2
(joined green circles), black dotted horizontal shows mean RT2 without
interference, black dotted vertical shows the set open-loop interval,
gray dotted shows unconstrained regression linear fit between RT2 and
ISI using ISIs smaller than delta OL.
doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002843.g008
Is Sustained Visuo-Manual Control Intermittent?
PLOS Computational Biology | www.ploscompbiol.org 13 January 2013 | Volume 9 | Issue 1 | e1002843
upon system order (zero, 1st, 2nd) or passive stabilisation
(marginally stable, unstable) (iii) depends upon target jump
direction (reversal, same direction). Thirteen participants used
discrete movements (0 order external system) as well as more
sustained control activity (1st and 2nd order external systems) to
track unpredictable step-sequence targets. Results show a
substantial refractory duration that depends upon system order
(150–300, 200–500, 250–650 ms for 0, 1st 2nd order respectively,
n = 13, p,0.05) but, in sustained control, only when the target
reverses direction. We found no differences in results between the
marginally stabilized and unstable second order systems. We
propose that central refractoriness is an appropriate control
mechanism for accommodating time varying systems, actuators,
constraints including the more variable processing times of higher
order (complex) input-output relations. Whether or not, intermit-
tent mechanisms explain sustained control had been an open
question for many years. While we cannot formally exclude
alternative unmodelled explanations, our findings show that
refractoriness is present in sustained control and can be best
interpreted as intermittent rather than continuous control.
Acknowledgments
We would like to thank Martin Lakie specifically for contributing to the
conception and design of the experiment and for conducting preliminary
experiments prior to the ICMM project. Thanks to Martin Lakie, Tim
Osborne, Cristiano Spiga and Adamantia Mamma for helpful discussions
throughout the ICMM project.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: CvdK PJG HG IDL. Performed
the experiments: CvdK IDL. Analyzed the data: CvdK PJG IDL. Wrote
the paper: CvdK IDL. Mathematical and computational modeling: PJG
HG IDL. Critical editing: CvdK PJG HG IDL.
References
1. Lashley K (1951) The problem of serial order in behavior. In: Jeffress L, editor.
Cerebral mechanisms in behavior. New York: John Wiley and Sons. pp. 112–
131.
2. Telford CW (1931) The refractory phase of voluntary and associative responses.
Journal of Experimental Psychology 14: 1–36. doi:10.1037/h0073262.
3. Craik K (1947) Theory of the human operator in control systems: I. The
operator as an engineering system. Br J Psychol Gen Sect 38: 56–61.
4. Craik K (1948) Theory of the Human Operator in Control Systems: II. Man as
an Element in a Control System. Br J Psychol Gen Sect 38: 142–148.
doi:10.1111/j.2044-8295.1948.tb01149.x.
5. Vince M (1948) The intermittency of control movements and the psychological
refractory period. Br J Psychol Gen Sect 38: 149–157.
6. Pashler HH (1994) Dual-task interference in simple tasks: data and theory.
Psychol Bull 116: 220–244.
7. Smith MC (1967) Theories of the psychological refractory period. Psychol Bull
67: 202–213.
8. Welford A (1952) The ‘‘Psychological Refractory Period’’ and the Timing of
HighSpeed Performance—a Review and a Theory. Br J Psychol Gen Sect 43: 2–
19.
9. Pashler H, Johnston JC (1998) Attentional limitations in dual-task performance.
In: Pashler H, editor. Attention. Hove: Psychology Press. pp. 155–189.
10. Schmidt R, Lee T (2005) Motor Control and Learning: A Behavioral Emphasis.
4th ed. Human Kinetics.
11. Neumann O (1996) Theories of attention. In: Neumann O, Sanders A, editors.
Handbook of Perception and Action. San Diego: Academic Press Inc. pp. 389–
446.
12. Gawthrop P, Loram I, Lakie M, Gollee H (2011) Intermittent control: a
computational theory of human control. Biol Cybern 104: 31–51. doi:10.1007/
s00422-010-0416-4.
13. Loram ID, Gollee H, Lakie M, Gawthrop PJ (2011) Human control of an
inverted pendulum: Is continuous control necessary? Is intermittent control
effective? Is intermittent control physiological? The Journal of Physiology 589:
307–324. doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2010.194712.
14. Asai Y, Tasaka Y, Nomura K, Nomura T, Casadio M, et al. (2009) A model of
postural control in quiet standing: robust compensation of delay-induced
instability using intermittent activation of feedback control. PLoS One 4: e6169.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0006169.t001.
15. Burdet E, Milner TE (1998) Quantization of human motions and learning of
accurate movements. Biol Cybern 78: 307–318.
16. Bye RT, Neilson PD (2008) The BUMPmodel of response planning: variable horizon
predictive control accounts for the speed-accuracy tradeoffs and velocity profiles of
aimed movement. Hum Mov Sci 27: 771–798. doi:10.1016/j.humov.2008.04.003.
17. Bye RT, Neilson PD (2010) The BUMP model of response planning:
intermittent predictive control accounts for 10 Hz physiological tremor. Hum
Mov Sci 29: 713–736. doi:10.1016/j.humov.2010.01.006.
18. Doeringer JA, Hogan N (1998) Intermittency in preplanned elbow movements
persists in the absence of visual feedback. Journal of Neurophysiology 80: 1787–
1799.
19. Lakie M, Loram ID (2006) Manually controlled human balancing using visual,
vestibular and proprioceptive senses involves a common, low frequency neural
process. The Journal of Physiology 577: 403–416. doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2006.
116772.
20. Loram ID, Lakie M (2002) Human balancing of an inverted pendulum: position
control by small, ballistic-like, throw and catch movements. The Journal of
Physiology 540: 1111–1124. doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2001.013077.
21. Loram ID (2005) Human postural sway results from frequent, ballistic bias
impulses by soleus and gastrocnemius. The Journal of Physiology 564: 295–311.
doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2004.076307.
22. Loram ID, Gawthrop PJ, Lakie M (2006) The frequency of human, manual
adjustments in balancing an inverted pendulum is constrained by intrinsic
physiological factors. The Journal of Physiology 577: 417–432. doi:10.1113/
jphysiol.2006.118786.
23. Loram ID, Lakie M, Gawthrop PJ (2009) Visual control of stable and unstable
loads: what is the feedback delay and extent of linear time-invariant control? The
Journal of Physiology 587: 1343–1365. doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2008.166173.
24. Neilson PD, Neilson MD, O’Dwyer NJ (1988) Internal models and
intermittency: a theoretical account of human tracking behavior. Biol Cybern
58: 101–112.
25. Neilson PD, Neilson MD (2005) An overview of adaptive model theory: solving
the problems of redundancy, resources, and nonlinear interactions in human
movement control. J Neural Eng 2: S279–S312. doi:10.1088/1741-2560/2/3/
S10.
26. Slifkin AB, Vaillancourt DE, Newell KM (2000) Intermittency in the control of
continuous force production. Journal of Neurophysiology 84: 1708–1718.
27. Poulton EC (1974) Tracking skill and manual control. New York: Academic
Press Inc.
28. Pashler HH (1990) Do response modality effects support multiprocessor models
of divided attention? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception
and Performance 16: 826–842.
29. Kunde W, Skirde S, Weigelt M (2011) Trust my face: cognitive factors of head
fakes in sports. J Exp Psychol Appl 17: 110–127. doi:10.1037/a0023756.
30. Russell DMD, Sternad DD (2001) Sinusoidal visuomotor tracking: intermittent
servo-control or coupled oscillations? J Mot Behav 33: 329–349.
31. Dingwell JB, Mah CD, Mussa-Ivaldi FA (2004) Experimentally confirmed
mathematical model for human control of a non-rigid object. Journal of
Neurophysiology 91: 1158–1170. doi:10.1152/jn.00704.2003.
32. Schenk TT, Walther EUE, Mai NN (2000) Closed- and open-loop handwriting
performance in patients with multiple sclerosis. Eur J Neurol 7: 269–279.
doi:10.1046/j.1468-1331.2000.00068.x.
33. Keuss P (1969) The effect of time intervals between two shortly spaced acoustic
signals on response times to the second. Acta Psychologica 31: 297–311.
34. Liepelt R, Prinz W (2011) How two share two tasks: evidence of a social
psychological refractory period effect. Exp Brain Res 211: 387–396.
doi:10.1007/s00221-011-2703-2.
35. van der Kooij H, de Vlugt E (2007) Postural responses evoked by platform
perturbations are dominated by continuous feedback. Journal of Neurophysi-
ology 98: 730–743. doi:10.1152/jn.00457.2006.
36. Loram ID, van de Kamp C, Gollee H, Gawthrop PJ (2012) Identification of
intermittent control in man and machine. J R Soc Interface 9: 2070–84.
doi:10.1098/rsif.2012.0142.
37. Akaike H (1974) New Look at Statistical-Model Identification. Ieee T Automat
Contr AC19: 716–723.
38. Stevens J (2002) Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social Sciences. Lawrence
Erlbaum.
39. Kleinman D, Baron S (1970) An optimal control model of human response part
I: Theory and validation. Automatica 6: 357–369.
40. Todorov E, Jordan MI (2002) Optimal feedback control as a theory of motor
coordination. Nat Neurosci 5: 1226–1235. doi:10.1038/nn963.
41. Scott SH (2012) The computational and neural basis of voluntary motor control
and planning. Trends in cognitive sciences 16: 541–9.
42. Karniel A (2011) Open questions in computational motor control. Journal of
Integrative Neuroscience 10: 385. doi:10.1142/S0219635211002749.
43. Gawthrop P, Loram I, Lakie M (2009) Predictive feedback in human simulated
pendulum balancing. Biol Cybern 101: 131–146. doi:10.1007/s00422-009-
0325-6.
44. Smith OJM (1959) A controller to overcome dead time. ISA Journal 6: 28–33.
Is Sustained Visuo-Manual Control Intermittent?
PLOS Computational Biology | www.ploscompbiol.org 14 January 2013 | Volume 9 | Issue 1 | e1002843
45. Marshall JE (1979) Control of time-delay systems. London: Peter Peregrinus.
46. Fuller AT (1968) Optimal nonlinear control of systems with pure delay.
Int J Control 8: 145–168. doi:10.1080/00207176808905662.
47. KleinmanD (1969) Optimal control of linear systems with time-delay and observation
noise. Ieee T Automat Contr 14: 524–527. doi:10.1109/TAC.1969.1099242.
48. Sage AP, Melsa JL (1971) Estimation theory with applications to communica-
tions and control. New York: McGraw-Hill.
49. Baron S, Kleinman D (1970) An optimal control model of human response part
II: prediction of human performance in a complex task. Automatica 6: 371–383.
50. Gawthrop P (1982) A continuous-time approach to discrete-time self-tuning
control. Optimal Control Applications and Methods 3: 399–414.
51. van der Kooij H, Jacobs R, Koopman B, Grootenboer H (1999) A multisensory
integration model of human stance control. Biol Cybern 80: 299–308.
doi:10.1007/s004220050527.
52. van der Kooij H, Jacobs R, Koopman B, van der Helm F (2001) An adaptive
model of sensory integration in a dynamic environment applied to human stance
control. Biol Cybern 84: 103–115.
53. Ronco E, Arsan T, Gawthrop P (1999) Open-loop intermittent feedback control:
Practical continuous-time GPC. Iee P-Contr Theor Ap 146: 426–434.
54. Harris CM, Wolpert DM (1998) Signal-dependent noise determines motor
planning. Nature 394: 780–784. doi:10.1038/29528.
55. Loram ID, Maganaris CN, Lakie M (2007) The passive, human calf muscles in
relation to standing: the short range stiffness lies in the contractile component.
The Journal of Physiology 584: 677–692. doi:10.1113/jphysiol.2007.140053.
56. Lakie M, Robson LG (1988) Thixotropic changes in human muscle stiffness and
the effects of fatigue. Q J Exp Physiol 73: 487–500.
57. Campbell KS, Lakie M (1998) A cross-bridge mechanism can explain the
thixotropic short-range elastic component of relaxed frog skeletal muscle. The
Journal of Physiology 510 ( Pt 3): 941–962. doi:10.1111/j.1469-7793.1998.
941bj.x.
58. Horstmann G (2003) The psychological refractory period of stopping. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance 29: 965–981.
doi:10.1037/0096-1523.29.5.965.
59. Barrett NC, Glencross DJ (1988) The double step analysis of rapid manual
aiming movements. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 40:
299–322.
60. Barrett NC, Glencross DJ (1988) The amplitude transition function and the
manual and oculomotor control systems. Psychol Bull 104: 363–372.
61. Suzuki Y, Nomura T, Casadio M, Morasso P. (2012) Intermittent control with
ankle, hip, and mixed strategies during quiet standing: a theoretical proposal
based on a double inverted pendulum model. Journal of Theoretical Biology
310: 55–79.
Is Sustained Visuo-Manual Control Intermittent?
PLOS Computational Biology | www.ploscompbiol.org 15 January 2013 | Volume 9 | Issue 1 | e1002843
